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1st International symposium 2015 hosted by 
 Institute for Peace Science, Hiroshima University  
 
“Efforts for global peace and potential of the civil society－the 
review of international pursuits towards the ultimate abolition of 
nuclear weapons in the last 70 years and the path to the future” 
 
This is proceedings of the 1st International symposium 2015 “Efforts for global peace 
and potential of the civil society－ the review of international pursuits towards the 
ultimate abolition of nuclear weapons in the last 70 years and the path to the future”  
held on July 28th 2015 hosted by Institute for Peace Science, Hiroshima University.  
In the first session titled  “Past endeavors for the abolition of nuclear weapon”, 
Ambassador Ertuğrul Apakan (Chief Monitor of the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission to 
Ukraine), Ambassador Akio Kawato, (President of Japan-World Trends and former 
Japanese Ambassador to Uzbekistan and Tajikistan), Mr. Yoshitoshi Nakamura (Deputy 
Director-General, Disarmament, Non-Proliferation and Science Department) and Shinsuke 
Tomotsugu (Institute for Peace Science, Hiroshima University) made presentations and 
conducted a panel discussion. 
Following this, Dr. Surakiart Sathirathai, former Deputy Prime Minister and 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Thailand, Chairman of the Asian Peace and Reconciliation 
Council gave a keynote speech with the title, “The Challenges to Global Peace And the 
Hiroshima Legacy.” 
In the second session titled “The potential of the civil society and the prospect for the 
global peace”, Mr. Motoatsu Sakurai (President of Japan Society), Ms. Mariko Bando 
(President of Showa Women's University), Mr. Brian Finlay (Vice President of Stimson 
Center) and Professor Katsuyuki Yakushiji (Toyo University) made presentations and 
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―核廃絶に向けた 70 年の軌跡と今後』  
 








ウクライナ特別監視団代表の Ertuğrul Apakan 大使、Japan-World Trends 代表で元在ウズベ
キスタン・タジキスタン大使の河東哲夫氏、外務省軍縮不拡散・科学部審議官の中村吉利氏、
平和科学研究センター准教授の友次晋介氏が議論した。  
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Chief Monitor of the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission to Ukraine 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen, good 
morning.  At the outset, I wish to express 
my thanks for this invitation to speak here at 
the Hiroshima University.  It is fascinating 
for me to be in Japan and I am grateful to 
have the opportunity to address such a 
distinguished audience and I would like to 
thank Peace Institute and its distinguished 
director, my old friend, ambassador Nishida 
particularly. 
Ladies and Gentlemen, 70 years 
have passed since the horrendous events at 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  Hiroshima has 
become a metaphor not just for nuclear war 
but for war and destruction and violence 
towards people and civilians.  The events of 
70 years ago have also confronted us with the 
possibility of our extinction as species; not 
simply the reality of our individual deaths 
but the death of humanity.  I have to say 
that personally Hiroshima is dear to all of us.  
Hiroshima is dear to the world’s people and to 
the humanity. 
With the passage of time, those who 
actually experienced the bombings of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki have become far 
fewer in number. But the message of the 
survivors is simple, clear and consistent.  I 
somewhat studied Hiroshima’s people 
approach while I was in Ukraine.  I hope I 
will not make a mistake. But the Memorial 
Cenotaph in Hiroshima Peace Memorial Park 
where just in the neighborhood is this 
inscription, “Let all souls here rest in peace, 
for we shall not repeat the evil.”  The “we” in 
the inscription refers to all of us and to each 
of us. 
Yet again, at the beginning of the 
21st century the world experiences serious 
challenges to its security system and at this 
point due to the crisis in Ukraine some of the 
core values of European and global security 
are again at stake.  Organizations like 
OSCE have been created to prevent and 
address such conflicts. 
Yes, indeed OSCE is about 
cooperative security and is based on the 
principles and commitments.  These 
principles and commitments were defined at 
the height of the Cold War in the 1975 
Helsinki Final Act and updated in 1990 with 
the Charter of Paris.  These documents 
contain 10 basic principles, sometimes called 
the Helsinki Principles.  They emphasize 
national sovereignty and the inviolability of 
borders on the one hand; but also recognize 
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the importance of the respect for human 
rights and other provisions of international 
law as a security issue. 
Under these principles, OSCE is an 
inclusive platform for dialogue, now bringing 
together 57 participating states from the 
Euro-Atlantic and the Eurasian region.  The 
OSCE is about building bridges and common 
solutions based on compromise.  Its 
commitments are political, not legal in 
nature.  Japan joined the work of 
organization as a nonparticipating state in 
1992 and has been a partner for cooperation 
since 1995. 
His Excellency, Foreign Minister 
Kishida at the recent conference stated that 
these basic principles should be applied not 
only to Europe but also to international 
relations covering the entire globe and that 
all countries should recognize anew the 
importance the observing these basic 
principles. 
Bases on them, the OSCE addresses 
security topics in three dimensions: the 
political security dimension; the other one is 
economic environmental dimension; and the 
third one is human dimension dealing with 
issues such as democracy, human rights, civil 
society or gender equality. 
Despite this, after 1990 OSCE has 
been faced with a number of violent conflicts, 
particularly after the dissolution of former 
Yugoslavia, which has put the principles to 
the test.  OSCE has ever since then played 
an important role in maintaining peace in 
this region, in Eurasian region.  It also 
installed institutions and processes to be able 
to warn participating states of emerging 
conflicts. 
Briefly, OSCE is an inclusive 
regional organization under Chapter 8 of the 
United Nations Charter.  Yet, in many ways 
OSCE remains a unique complex sui generis 
model for cooperative security.  It is both a 
creature of its time and a product of constant 
evolution. 
Ladies and Gentlemen, I now wish 
to share with you some of our experiences 
with the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission in 
Ukraine and discuss what the OSCE has 
done to react to this conflict.  In the first 
place, the crisis in Ukraine is a tragedy for 
the country and for its people.  The country 
had been peaceful ever since its 
Independence in 1991 and had given up its 
nuclear weapons through an international 
agreement – the Budapest Memorandum of 
1994.  Two years ago, the eastern Ukrainian 
city of Donetsk was proud host to several 
football matches in the UEFA European 
Championship that was jointly organized by 
Ukraine and Poland.  It was a city of joy and 
of excitement. 
Today Donetsk is a stronghold of 
irregular armed groups and is surrounded by 
the Ukrainian armed forces.  It’s a city of 
fear.  The crisis has changed from a political 
and economic crisis to an armed conflict 
within 3-4 months’ time, which also brought 
about a humanitarian crisis. 
As a consequence of this crisis, last 
summer throughout the 3 months’ time from 
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May to August, 6000 people have lost their 
lives, 16,000 people wounded, 1.4 million 
IDPs total and 900,000 refugees which moved 
to neighboring countries. 
Ukraine remains extremely fragile.  
The security and stability of wider region is 
at stake and the internal and external 
dynamics of the conflict is somewhat 
interacting with each other.  So, there is a 
political dimension of the conflict.  The other 
one is economic dimension.  The third one is 
the military dimension.  The fourth one is 
humanitarian dimension.  It’s a complex 
question. 
History and geography also play a 
critical role in the evolution of conflict. But I 
will repeat, the internal dynamics of the 
country and the external ones, they are 
bringing some negative impact to each other. 
How OSCE reacted?  In March 
2014, OSCE, 57 participating states decided 
to deploy a civilian mission to Ukraine with 
the aim of reducing tensions and fostering 
peace, stability and security to monitor and 
support the implementation of all OSCE 
principles and commitments.  This decision 
by the OSCE came at the height of the crisis 
in Crimea just a few days after the 
developments in Crimea.  When the decision 
to establish mission was taken, the mission 
deployed within 24 hours with 20 first 
responders.  Now the number of our 
international monitors is about 600.  We 
have 300 Ukrainian staff and nearly 100 
experts in headquarters people.  That 
means totally we are about 1000. And within 
4 or 5 months’ time we will increase the 
number of international monitors from 600 to 
1000. But what I would like to bring to your 
kind consideration that the mission has been 
established with the mandate of monitoring 
and reporting the developments about 
human rights breaches, fundamental rights.  
It was more or less an instrument of good 
officers and preventing diplomacy. 
But in the course of events, 
particularly during the summer months from 
May to August 2014, the reality on the 
ground has been so suddenly changed. That 
thing that started as a civilian protest with 
200 or 300 civilian protestors then moved 
into a military conflict.  We have now a 
contact line, actually some type of buffer zone. 
The distance of this buffer zone is 482 
kilometers.  It’s a long way to go. 
If you speak about the security zone 
including some heavy weapons, missiles, the 
security zone is more or less 50,000 square 
miles, which is equivalent of Switzerland. 
Ukraine is a big country, nice people, 
with a population of 45 million.  So this zone 
– this contact line is really big and we are 
now operating as a quasi-peacekeeping 
mission; within one-year time, from a 
preventive diplomacy mission to a quasi or 
semi peacekeeping mission. And most of the 
monitors have a military background.  They 
are experienced with peacekeeping 
operations.  The eastern teams are very 
much dealing with the security zone.  We 
have also some teams in the western 
provinces of Ukraine which are dealing 
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mostly with human rights, civil rights, 
minority rights.  We are also trying to 
establish communication and cooperation 
with civil society: women, children, and 
elderly. 
We are closely cooperating with the 
UN, particularly some specialized agencies of 
UN: UNBP, OCHA for IDPs, UNHCR for 
IDPs, and UNICEF for children.  This is a 
unique mission.  First there is no other such 
a big distance in terms of contact line in other 
regions, particularly in Europe.  So the job is 
challenging.  It’s complex and 
multidimensional and our work is also 
complex and multidimensional.  This is a 
new enterprise.  This is a new experience.  
I think in the near future, 
international community will draw some 
lessons from the experiences of OSCE Special 
Monitoring Mission.  We are mostly 
reporting to Permanent Council of 57 
participating states in Vienna.  From time to 
time we are also briefing the UN Security 
Council on major developments. 
Now, there is Normandy format 
which comprises Russia, Ukraine, Germany, 
and France.  It is the outcome of the efforts 
of this Normandy format the Minsk Process 
came out. And the Minsk Process is about the 
implementation of Minsk Agreements.  
Minsk Agreement 5 September, 2014. It is 
about cease fire where we also had 12 
February, 2015, Minsk Protocol. They are all 
about the implementation of basic principles 
of OSCE to conflict.  But when we speak 
about the conflicts zone, on the rebel side we 
have nearly 11 different groups - armed 
groups.  On the Ukrainian side we have no 
difficulty and we are cooperating with the 
Ukrainian regular army but there are also 
voluntary troops and their number is about 
32.  So on the field there is a problem of 
coordination and command.  From time to 
time, we are witnessing problems with the 
political and diplomatic level and the reality 
on the ground – some type of disconnect. 
I will not go through the details but 
what I would like to say, I would like finally 
to throw your kind attention that in the light 
of the experience of Ukraine it’s important to 
have more particular engagement and 
preventive diplomacy.  We need more 
political engagement and preventive 
diplomacy because the conflicts are emerging 
all of a sudden.  They have a background.  
They have a historical background.  They 
have a geographical background but all of a 
sudden the things are moving to violence and 
the chemistry and the nature of the conflict is 
changing. 
So, early warning system is critical 
and OSCE tries to provide this early warning 
system as a tool.  There has to be more 
contingency planning.  I think this is valid 
for all continents.  If early warning takes 
place, the international system could be in a 
position to act and react quickly and 
decisively.  What we have learned from this 
conflict that decent statute is important, 
functioning institutions delivering rule of law 
and justice basis along with the basic services 
for its people is important. 
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We also need to have a resilient civil 
society, a resilient society, a strong civil 
society which is probably the single-most 
effective internal tool for the prevention of 
violent conflict. Another one is rule of law.  
The role of women is also important.  
Women could play as a positive instrument 
for preventing such violent conflicts. 
I do believe that a multilateral 
forum like the OSCE can always benefit from 
the exchanges with existing mechanisms for 
international dialogue and cooperation.  We 
can and should learn from each other’s 
experiences and I do believe that OSCE role 
somewhat is taken by some other 
organizations – relevant organizations. And I 
do believe that OSCE experience can find a 
positive and complimentary echo in other 
security forums like also in Asia.   
 
So, I came here in order to share 
with you our experiences in Ukraine.  The 
security environment is shaky, fluid, not 
predictable, but I am optimistic. 
I do believe that we will achieve 
positive steps in Ukraine in order to 
contribute to the peace process and by 
cooperating with the sides – with the 
Ukrainian authorities as well as with the 
other side.  By the involvement of civil 
society, women and by the introduction of 
reforms in Ukraine, our role will be much 
more effective. 
And this is a unique venture.  I 
hope we would be successful in bringing 
peace back again to Ukraine. 
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2015 年 NPT 運用検討会議概要 
 
１．会議の流れと結果概要 















・ 人道グループ，NAC による現実的提案に対する各国からの共感 
 合意に向けた強い決意の欠如 





 ＮPT 非締約国（特にイスラエル）の動向を無視することができないことが明らかに 
 
４．グループ・ポリティクスと NPDI 
 核軍縮を中心に，2000 年以降のグループ・ポリティクスのトレンドが顕著に 
 巨大化した人道グループ：「オーストリアの誓約」から「人道の誓約へ」 
 人道グループと NAC の連携 
 透明性・報告における NPDI の高い存在感，少数国会合への招集 
 
５．今後の我が国対応の方向性 








1 の 2 つ目の矢印に書いてありますが、まず
事前、会議の前から 3 つ、争点になるのではな
いかと言われておりました。１つ目が核兵器の


























































































































































































































































































されました。最近では 2011 年 2 月には米ロ間





















































































































































































The Challenges to Global Peace  




Former Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs of Thailand, 
Chairman of the Asian Peace and Reconciliation Council 
 
Professor Tsuneo Nishida, Director 
of the Institute for Peace Science, 
Excellencies, distinguished participants, 
ladies and gentlemen,  
Konnichiwa.  
Hiroshima ni kite ureshii desu. 
It is a great honor for me to have 
been invited to deliver the keynote speech at 
the 2015 International Symposium of the 
Institute of Peace Science of Hiroshima 
University.  I am grateful to have received 
the invitation from His Excellency 
Ambassador Nishida when we met in 
Bangkok as part of his tour of Southeast Asia, 
and I have accepted with great pleasure to be 
invited to Hiroshima which is my first time to 
be in Hiroshima.  I arrived in Tokyo 
yesterday, had two meetings in the morning 
and I boarded the Shinkansen to Hiroshima. 
As we gather here today on the eve 
of the 70th anniversary of the tragic atomic 
bombing of Hiroshima, we remember the 
innocent lives that were lost.  As we gather 
together, we must resolve to work tirelessly 
together to never have such a calamity 
inflicted upon humanity again. 
Earlier this morning after the 
opening ceremony, I took the opportunity to 
visit for the first time, the Genbaku Dōmu 
which has become a UNESCO World 
Heritage Site on the grounds of Hiroshima 
Peace Memorial Park. 
I was deeply moved by the silent 
monument to lost lives, by the symbols 
simultaneously of both horrific tragedy and of 
the hopes for peace. 
Indeed, we must learn from the past 
to understand the present in order to be able 
to shape the future.  This is how we can 
honor the memory of the victims of 
Hiroshima and ensure that their legacy and 
their voices will continue to live on. 
Excellencies, Ladies And Gentlemen, 
two weeks ago the joint comprehensive plan 
of action on Iran’s nuclear program was 
agreed upon in Vienna.  The agreement 
seeks to prevent Iran from developing 
nuclear weapons and commits Iran to 
destroying 98% of its stockpile of enriched 
uranium.  This is a hopeful development.  
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It is something that should be welcomed by 
all peace-loving people. 
Although as President Obama 
correctly stated, the deal is not build on trust 
but on verification and we must wait to see 
how all the commitments are adhered to; at 
the very least, the agreement has put off for 
now a potentially disastrous nuclear weapons 
arms race in the volatile Middle East region. 
The comprehensive nature of the 
Iran nuclear agreement which took into 
account overall security and economic 
interests of the potential nuclear weapons 
country and which involved active 
participation in the negotiations of all the 
major powers can also serve as a model for 
disarmament negotiations with nuclear 
weapons states such as North Korea. 
Almost exactly 70 years ago, the 
only two atomic weapons used in wartime 
struck the urban centers of Hiroshima; first 
on the 6th of August, then Nagasaki three 
days later.  Over 160,000 people perished.  
Thankfully, none have been used in warfare 
since.  However, as we learned this morning, 
the number of nuclear weapons in existence 
has increased tremendously since then and 
the increase over the past 70 years in the 
number of countries that possess nuclear 
weapons stockpiles, from one to nine 
continues to be a cause for concern.  
In addition, according to the civil 
society watchdog group the Nuclear Threat 
Initiative, over 2 dozen nations have weapons 
usable nuclear material, and there is nearly 
2000 metric tons of it, enough to make 
thousands of bombs as powerful as the one 
used on Hiroshima. 
The dangerous materials according 
to the Nuclear Threat Initiative are stored in 
hundreds of different sites around the world, 
both military and civilian locations where 
security is sometimes minimal. 
The International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) has revealed that more than 
100 incidents of thefts are reported each year 
involving nuclear and radioactive materials.  
In 2007, for example, gunmen broke into a 
nuclear research center in South Africa that 
had enough weapons grade uranium to build 
several nuclear bombs.  The threat of 
nuclear materials falling into the hands of 
the non-state terrorist groups and extremists 
therefore remains very real. 
The Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, the NPT, remains the cornerstone of 
the nuclear non-proliferation regime since its 
inception in 1969.  However, looking at the 
nuclear programs across the Sea of Japan, in 
North Korea, in the Middle East, and in 
South Asia, the NPT is evidently woefully out 
of date. 
At its inception, it represented a 
bargain between the 5 nuclear weapons 
states at the time: the United States, the UK, 
the Soviet Union, China, and France and the 
rest of the countries without nuclear 
weapons. 
The non-nuclear weapons states 
promised not to build Weapons of Mass 
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Destruction or WMDs.  In return, they 
would be given the complex and 
state-of-the-art technological capabilities, 
knowhow, and materials to freely build 
civilian nuclear programs. 
The other side of the bargain was 
that the big 5 nuclear weapons states 
promised to dismantle their nuclear weapons 
at some time in the future.  Now, 
unfortunately, this original bargain has 
become out-of-date and irrelevant.  
Non-nuclear weapons states have 
frequently sought to build WMDs in 
contravention of the NPT.  Libya, Iran, Iraq, 
North Korea, Israel, India and Pakistan 
never joined.  Other countries stay within 
the bounds of the NPT by constructing the 
components necessary for nuclear weapon 
without assembling it.  They are threshold 
states. 
What is more clear is that the 
ever-expanding group of existing nuclear 
weapons states will not give up their 
capabilities under the current NPT nor have 
sufficient energy security technologies been 
transferred to discourage states from seeking 
nuclear capabilities. 
Collectively, we must reaffirm our 
efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear 
material and strive for a future free of 
nuclear weapons.  How can we do this?  
First, we must keep alive the memory of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the devastating 
human cost of the use of nuclear weapons 
which is still felt today.  The events in 
August, 70 years ago, must always be 
remembered so that they will never be 
repeated.  This is the key task of the civil 
society. 
At the state level, we must review 
the tools we are using to prevent nuclear 
proliferation because they are out of date.  
The NPT needs to be updated to respond to 
new challenges of the 21st century and 
provide benefits for all participating states.  
The International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) currently headed by Mr. Yukiya 
Amano of Japan must be strengthened and 
its mandate enlarged. 
We must be vigilant against rogue 
states and terrorist groups and prevent them 
from acquiring nuclear materials.  We must 
undertake counter proliferation measures. 
And we must continually remind the 9 
current nuclear weapons states that peace 
and security can exist without depending on 
nuclear capabilities.  There must be 
concrete achievements at the Fourth Nuclear 
Security Summit scheduled to be held in the 
United States next year, especially 
concerning measures for securing nuclear 
and radioactive materials. 
It is a difficult task.  We, the 
international community, have failed many 
times to reach agreements but we must 
persevere.  As the Japanese saying goes, 
“although we may fall down seven times, we 









In Southeast Asia, an initiative has 
been made to curb the spread and prevent 
the use of nuclear weapons.  The Southeast 
Asian Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone or the 
SEANWFZ Treaty was signed in Bangkok in 
December 1995 by the 10 member states of 
ASEAN.  The state parties are obliged not to 
develop, manufacture, or otherwise possess 
or have control over nuclear weapons, station 
nuclear weapons or test or use nuclear 
weapons, not to seek or receive nuclear 
weapons, and to prevent the stationing of any 
nuclear device or dumping of radioactive 
wastes in the territory of the state parties. 
Over the past 20 years, the 
SEANWFZ treaty has worked well among the 
states party to the treaty.  However, the 
treaty contains an attached protocol open to 
signing by the 5 major nuclear powers.  
Thus far, none of the 5 have signed although 
some individual countries have indicated 
their willingness to do so.  Some of the 
reservations concern the two unique features 
of the nuclear weapon-free zone, namely the 
territorial coverage to include continental 
shelves and exclusive economic zones; and 
the negative security assurance requirement, 
not to use nuclear weapons against any other 
contracting party. 
We see here two outstanding issues.  
One, the continued refusal of nuclear weapon 
states to renounce the use of nuclear 
weapons; and two, the growing concern about 
other related issues such as territorial seas 
and the right of the maritime passage. 
The application of the treaty – the 
SEANWFZ has now made more complicated 
by the South China Sea issue, whereby China 
has reasserted its sovereign territorial claim 
to over 90% of the sea area in which there are 
five other claimants; namely, Chinese Taipei, 
the Philippines, Vietnam, Malaysia, and 
Brunei.  In turn, the reaction of the United 
States to the rise of China in the form of the 
pivot to Asia has served to raise tensions. 
The rise or the reemergence of 
China as a world power has become the major 
issue in the global security debate nowadays.  
People in Asia are nervous about what kind 
of resident superpower China will evolve into 
as its military and economy continue to grow. 
The United States will remain 
engaged with Asia; but admittedly, its 
relative influence will inevitably wane.  
The big question is who will set the 
rules of the game in Asia?  The current rules 
were established by the United States after 
the World War II and then reinforced by 
Washington during its post-Cold War 
unipolar moment. 
China has been a major beneficiary 
of the world order established by the United 
States.  Its GDP has risen from $202 billion 
in 1980 to $10.3 trillion in 2014. 
As the world’s major exporter and a 
huge consumer of raw materials, China has 
greatly benefited from the free and urban 
international system which encourages trade, 
economic interdependence, and open 
diplomatic interactions. 
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According to the International 
Monetary Fund or the IMF, in 2014 China 
overtook the United States as the world’s 
largest economy in terms of the PPP or the 
purchasing power parity.  For the first time 
in nearly 150 years, the US economy is not 
the biggest in the world.  China still has a 
long way to go to catch up with the developed 
world in terms of per capital GDP, but its 
growing economy is paving the way for a 
bigger military and more influential foreign 
policy.  
As China rises, it is inevitable that 
it will want to exert some of its newly-earned 
clout in its own backyard.  It will want to 
ensure its own security, engage and influence 
its neighbors, and change the rules of the 
international order to suit its own interest; 
just like the United States, Great Britain and 
the other great powers that have done in the 
past. 
The extent to which China is able to 
tweak or dramatically overhaul the rules of 
the international order is of course a matter 
of concern for all of us in Asia-Pacific and 
around the world.  Will China be happy to 
take a leadership role in Asia, pushing new 
mechanisms like the Asian Infrastructure 
Investment Bank or the AIIB, and the New 
Silk Roads for the benefit of the region?  Or 
will it want to establish its own Chinese 
Monroe Doctrine, where it establishes itself 
as a sole resident superpower overseeing its 
exclusive sphere of influence which may lead 
to conflict with the United States and its 
allies in the region and thus affect all of us? 
Nevertheless, at the present time all 
the indications are that China is well aware 
of and is sensitive to the concerns of other 
nation states and other international 
stakeholders.  The Chinese leadership has 
repeatedly assured that rise of China will be 
a peaceful rise, that China seeks win-win 
cooperation, that China would work towards 
an economically vibrant Asia that can serve 
as an engine of growth and a catalyst for 
economic development for the whole world. 
We must work together with China 
and other like-minded countries to maintain 
this positive trajectory for Asia and for the 
world.  The issue of the rise of China brings 
together the concerns of nuclear weapons, 
superpower interstate rivalry, economic and 
trade rules of the game, and territorial 
boundaries. 
But in the international security 
landscape there are a number of other 
challenges. I understand that some have 
been discussed this morning.  Some of these 
challenges are as old as human history itself: 
territorial rivalry and competition for 
resources.  Some are newer: terrorism, 
climate change, and pandemics in a truly 
globalized world which may have an 
unprecedented effect on the way we live. 
Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen, 
World War I fought between the victorious 
Allies which included Japan and Siam – now 
Thailand – and the central powers lasted 
from 1914 to 1918 as we know.  By the time 
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of the armistice in November 1918, over 9 
million soldiers and 7 million civilians had 
died as a result of the war; 16 million deaths. 
But 1918 unbelievable saw a killer 
which was bigger than the Great War.  The 
1919 flu pandemic, known commonly as 
Spanish flu, killed 100 million people by 1922.  
Spanish flu was a mutation of the common 
influenza virus.  It not only killed the elderly, 
young, and ill, but was also deadly for 
otherwise fit and healthy adults. 
Spanish flu reached virtually every 
country on earth without assistance from 
airplanes and global high-speed transport. 
Today, the world is more 
interconnected than ever.  More people are 
travelling, people are living in closer spaces 
and there are more people-to-people links 
that is much more than any time in our 
history.  In a globalized 21st century, the 
threat of a global pandemic is a greater 
security issue than it has ever been. 
In the 21st century we have seen 
infectious mutations of the common cold like 
SARS and Swine Flu effortlessly cross 
borders.  At the moment, MERS is gripping 
South Korea, and concerns of it spreading to 
the rest of Asia have seen security and 
screening measures in airports stepped up 
and individuals quarantined in hospitals. 
In the modern world, a global 
pandemic could sweep across the earth in a 
moment.  However, we must also remember 
that since 2012 MERS has killed a relatively 
small number of people, around 400, when 
compared to pandemics such as the Spanish 
flu of the early 20th Century.  The 2009 
Swine Flu pandemic killed 18,500 people; 
SARS, just under 800.  These viruses have 
high transmission and fatality rates and can 
kill in even developed countries and they can 
travel fast.  This is perhaps why they have 
captured international media attention, 
created panic, and thus captured the 
attention of governments as well. 
But they haven’t reached epic 
proportions.  In fact, some of the world’s 
biggest killers are those which are entirely 
preventable and which have been with us for 
a long time.  These diseases or viruses have 
more or less been eliminated as causes of 
death in developed countries, but remain 
prevalent in developing countries; in Asia, 
Africa, and South America – malaria, 
diphtheria, hepatitis, measles, and mumps 
for example.  
It is estimated that malaria kills 
580,000 people each year.  Diarrhea killed 
over 1 million – about 1.25 million people in 
2013. 
Ladies and Gentlemen, around the 
world, 2.6 billion people lack basic sanitation; 
1.1 billion have no access to safe water, of 
whom 400 million are children.  This year, 
1.4 million children will die from lack of 
sanitation and safe drinking water.  
This reflects great economic 
disparities around the world: 12% of the 
world’s population uses 85% of its water.  Of 
the 1.8 billion people who have access to a 
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clean water source within one kilometer 
radius from their homes, the average person 
consumes 20 liters of water a day.  In the 
UK, the average person uses 50 liters of 
water a day just to flush toilets. 
Poor sanitation, lack of clean water, 
and diseases are the consequences of poverty.  
As we all know, over 2.2 billion live below the 
poverty line of less than US$2 a day, 80% of 
humanity live on less than US$10 a day.  
According to the United Nations, every 3.6 
seconds one person dies of starvation.  
According to UNICEF, some 300 million 
children go to bed hungry every day.  Over 
22,000 children die each day due to poverty, 
that means 15 every minute.  In the words 
of UNICEF, these children “die quietly in 
some of the poorest village on earth, far 
removed from the scrutiny and the conscience 
of the world.”  Being weak and meek in life 
make these dying multitudes even more 
invisible in death. 
The invisible but preventable 
deaths, the quiet suffering of large portions of 
humanity must weigh on our collective 
conscience.  The legacy of Hiroshima must 
be that we all must act in the name of 
humanity to prevent the great loss of life.  If 
the attention of governments continues to be 
diverted by other so many matters, 
international NGOs and civil society must 
step in to do more.  There can be no real 
peace until all can live lives of dignity. 
Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen, 
the latest Pew Research Center survey of 
global opinion released this month shows 
that the world at large is concerned with 
some additional issues.  For the first time, 
the devastation caused by climate change is 
identified as the single biggest threat to 
humankind.  In second place, it was 
terrorism. 
With each passing day, it becomes 
more and more evident that climate change 
will be so devastating that it will threaten 
security, lead to more migrants, create 
resource, food and water shortages and 
increase the risk of conflict. 
Last year we experienced earth’s 
warmest year on record.  This year, as we 
speak, it is expected to be even warmer.  The 
latest report issued by the International 
Panel on Climate Change or the IPCC 
predicts that without mitigation measures, 
global mean surface temperature is likely to 
increase 3.7 to 4.8 degrees Celsius compared 
to pre-industrial levels.  For the world to 
have a fighting chance at survival, the IPCC 
warns that we cannot let the temperature get 
above 2 degrees of the pre-industrial levels. 
The world economy must transition 
from the low-carbon society to the 
zero-carbon by the early half of this century.  
Many researchers warn that a failure to do so 
could lead to the extinction of the human 
race. 
Rising global temperatures will 
result in the melting of the polar ice caps and 
glaciers.  Water that has been frozen on land 
for hundreds of thousands of years is now 
─ 36 ─





pouring into the world’s oceans.  This will 
impact sea levels, causing them to rise by up 
to 2 meters by the end of the century. 
People in the low-lying population 
centers like Bangkok – many of you have 
been there – Singapore, or in Bangladesh 
would need to move their homes as sea levels 
rise.  Farmlands, fertile river deltas and 
low-lying plains which have been 
breadbaskets or water supplies for thousands 
of years will be overcome by sea water.  
Extreme weather events, droughts, floods, 
extreme heat waves, cold snaps, wildfires, 
storm surge, and severe storms like typhoons 
and cyclones will become more frequent and 
more intense.  Crops will fail.  There will be 
fresh water shortages.  Food and resources 
will become more scarce and expensive.  
Rising sea levels also means that some 
nations will disappear off the map entirely. 
In our lifetimes, you are likely to see 
an exodus of climate change refugees from 
island and atoll countries in the Pacific and 
Indian Ocean.  The United Nations still does 
not recognize climate change as a valid factor 
for refugee status.  So, where will the 
potentially millions of displaced climate 
change refugees go to?  Which countries in 
the region will be willing to accept the 
citizens of a country which no longer 
physically exists? 
The effects of climate change have 
become a major security issue, particularly 
for the Asia-Pacific.  Extreme weather 
events, rising sea levels, and climate change 
refugees will challenge countries’ capacity to 
respond to disasters.  It will undermine 
security and lead to greater competition over 
dwindling resources.  It will exacerbate 
divisions between the ‘haves’ and the ‘have 
nots.’ 
The COP 21, also known as the 
Paris Climate Change Conference, to be met 
in December this year, must come up with a 
newly legally binding and universal treaty 
with the goal of keeping global warming 
below 2 degree Celsius.  For this to happen, 
global civil society must continue to exert 
pressure.  Local communities must make 
their voices heard and set the examples. 
Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen, 
the other extreme threat identified in the 
Pew Research Center global public opinion 
surveys is that of terrorism.  The influence 
of non-state actors in the international 
system has never been so profound. 
September 11, 2001, saw the age of 
terrorism emerge.  In Japan of course, the 
age or terrorism began in March 1995 when 
the Tokyo subway system was attacked with 
Sarin gas by the Aum Shinrikyo terrorist 
group killing 12 people.  
Similar to mutually assured 
destruction in the Cold War period and the 
fear of Great Power conflict in the early 20th 
century, today the ever-present threat of 
terrorism exists at the forefront of our 
collective consciousness. 
Not since before the treaty of 
Westphalia, 400 years ago, have non-nation 
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state actors been able to so dramatically 
threaten states, influence the international 
system and affect our lives. 
There are lone-wolf style attacks 
such as in Tunisia in June this year when 
British and other European tourists were 
targeted, or most recently in Chattanooga in 
the United States.  
There are mass movements like 
Al-Qaeda with cells in many countries, the 
Islamic State which control parts of Iraq and 
Syria, an area larger than Italy and with over 
8 million people. Or the Boko Haram which 
controls part of Nigeria, Cameroon and Niger 
which can threaten existing states.  The 
United Nations estimates that 22,000 foreign 
fighters from 100 countries have joined ISIS 
in addition to the 40,000 from Syria and Iraq. 
Terrorist groups threaten our 
citizens, our freedom, and way of life at home 
and the very future of the international 
system abroad. 
In the past few years in particular, 
terrorist groups have devised a brand of 
extremism, hatred, and fear, packaged in the 
guise of a legitimate religion and broadcast 
their diabolical activities to the world 
through the internet and the world social 
media.  For some young men and women, 
many of whom are ostracized in their homes 
or communities, many of whose futures are 
unsure, or whose personal values match the 
extremism, joining the extremist groups 
becomes an attractive proposition. 
 
How do we counter this threat?  
Our governments, police, and intelligence 
forces must continue to be vigilant in their 
counterterrorism efforts to make sure 
domestic terrorism or domestic terrorists 
cannot hurt our citizens. 
It is in the best interests of all 
countries in the world to work together 
against the global threat of terrorism.  The 
member states of the United Nations agreed 
on a global strategy to counter terrorism in 
2006 – I remember that when I was still 
Deputy Prime Minister – with an action plan 
that includes measures to address the 
conditions conducive to the spread of 
terrorism, measures to build state capacity to 
fight terrorism and measures to ensure 
human rights. 
But like so many UN resolutions 
and plans of action including the 18 universal 
instruments against international terrorism 
that have been adopted. His Excellency 
Ambassador Nishida would be well aware of 
these during his time at the United Nations 
as a Permanent Representative of Japan.  
This global strategy of 2006 is not being 
adhered to. And indeed, few have even heard, 
few have been even heard about it.  Civil 
society organizations everywhere must call 
attention to this agreement, monitor 
compliance and press for the full 
implementation of this agreement, action 









Many terrorists come from the 
poorest and most war-torn countries in the 
world.  We cannot stop our efforts to provide 
aid, to provide assistance in these places 
which need it most. 
There is an ideological battle being 
played out.  Religious extremists have what 
is extremely convincing religious narrative 
which attracts many. 
But Ladies and Gentlemen, we must 
remember that just as terrorist groups can 
inspire fear and spread messages of hate and 
challenge the primacy of the state, so too can 
other non-state actors be agents of change, 
agents of peace, agents of development, agent 
of reconciliation, agents to stand up for the 
weakest, the poorest and the most needy. 
This will help undercut the 
attraction of extremist groups that feed on 
grievances and the marginalized. 
Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen, 
in a world where non-state actors are 
increasingly becoming dominant and in 
reviewing the many complex and diverse 
challenges to peace that the international 
community currently faces, it is abundantly 
clear that the pursuit of peace can no longer 
be left only in the hands of the nation states. 
The Non-Governmental 
organizations, or NGOs and civil society have 
indeed the potential to act collectively as a 
counterbalance to state-centered governance 
and private concerns of the market.  They 
are the third force in international relations, 
and traditionally been armed but only with a 
couple of very limited tools; that is, armed 
with good idea and a desire for progressive 
change.  But new technological advances – 
we are lucky I think – and a global social 
network means that NGOs and civil society 
can exert far-reaching influence.  
The ability of NGOs and civil society 
to drive change have evolved remarkable in 
less than a generation.  They have become 
political and social actors often called the 
‘norm entrepreneurs’ who carved out their 
own political space to shape the norms, 
values, rules, and ideas that guide the world 
and our interactions. 
Who makes up the civil society one 
may ask?  Indeed all of us, any of us with an 
idea or desire for progressive change.  We 
join NGOs, parties, unions, political or social 
movements and organizations, we work in 
academia, think tanks, associations or 
networks with other like-minded, similarly 
motivated individuals who work to carve out 
their own political space often separated from 
the state or big business. 
Civil society is plural, it is dynamic, 
and in the 21st century, to me it is a real force 
for change.  That’s why I really feel that 
Hiroshima University’s theme this afternoon 
is indeed very timely. 
In this context, the Asian Peace and 
Reconciliation Council, the APRC, of which I 
am currently Chairman, was founded in 
September 2012 on the premise that all 
differences are reconcilable through peaceful 
processes. 
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The ARPC is a Track-one-and-a-half, 
an international NGO, but one which brings 
together former Heads of State, from Prime 
Ministers and ministers from various regions 
of the world – we are 24 of us on the council – 
but who are interested in and concerned with 
peace, stability and progress in Asia. 
The APRC seeks to build on the 
Asian respect for the wisdom of elders, of 
consensual decision-making and of quiet 
diplomacy in order to help lessen tensions in 
potential conflict areas such as the South 
China Sea as well as to encourage resolution 
of humanitarian issues that might threaten 
regional stability such as the Rohingya 
refugees. 
From my experience, the lessons 
that can be drawn are clear.  NGOs and civil 
society organizations have the ability to 
generate attention on particular issues, 
undertake factual and practical analysis, 
propose solutions, change mindsets, and 
muster resources.  
Above all, I believe it is the duty of 
civil society to pursue peace and pursue 
understanding. 
On this note, I would like to wish 
the Institute for Peace and Science of 
Hiroshima University and all associated with 
it, every success for this symposium — for 
your success and your future endeavors are 
so important to all of us. 
With the name of Hiroshima, you 
bear the burden of a horrendous event that 
shocked the world.  You also have the duty 
to carry the torch of the memory of those who 
lost their lives and to seek an ever better 
world.  
 
In the shadow of despair, the people 
of Hiroshima, the University of Hiroshima, 
and other civil society entities must help 
discern – discern for us the contours of hope.  
 
Sekai heiwa no tame!   
Domo arigato gozaimashita.   
 
Thank you very much for your 
attention.   
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Vice President Stimson Center 
 
Kawano-sensei, thank you very 
much for that kind introduction and I 
would just like to add my own voice of 
gratitude to the organizers of the 
conference, of course the Secretariat, 
Ogura-sensei, Tomotsugu-sensei: thank 
you for the invitation. 
I am particularly indebted to 
Ambassador Nishida for not only the 
invitation here today but also having had 
the great opportunity to work with 
Ambassador Nishida. Ambassador Nishida 
served as your Permanent Representative 
to the United Nations in New York.  I can 
tell you that ambassador Nishida is an 
unorthodox diplomat.  He both spoke 
candidly and certainly acted very boldly in 
his time as your Permanent 
Representative. These are uncommon 
traits, believe it or not, in New York-and I 
suspect that his attitude and his actions 
earned him equal measures of success, as 
well as trouble, along the way.  
Ambassador Nishida, thank you again for 
the invitation and I can tell you that New 
York is not the same without you. 
I am especially humbled to be here 
today in this city recalling with you the 
70th anniversary of an extremely somber 
event in our shared history. My mission 
today, as with my colleagues on this panel, 
is to share some thoughts on how I believe 
that civil society can, has, and should in 
the future play a role in not only 
controlling the further spread of nuclear 
weapons, but also in managing and 
ultimately moving towards the abolition of 
nuclear weapons. 
I want to begin with, as I did last 
time I was here in Hiroshima back in 
November, a brief personal story. It is one 
that I hope will animate not only my 
feelings in terms of the role civil society 
has played in pressing for the abolition of 
nuclear weapons, but also further animate 
the impact that the people of Hiroshima 
have had beyond Japan, to the 
international community at large. 
When I stood here last year in 
Hiroshima, I heard stories from many of 
you of more than 60 years of evangelism, of 
a call from this city to the international 
community to not allow what happened 70 
years ago to recur. Those stories were 
extremely inspiring and the actions taken 
by the city of Hiroshima, the civil society 
organizations here, government officials 
here to control the spread and move 
towards abolition were truly inspiring. But 
I also sensed among many of you – among 
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many of the residents here in Hiroshima- a 
fatigue as well. A sense that over the 
course of this now 70-year story, a question 
began to emerge in some minds: are we 
really having an impact?  Are we making 
a difference?  Are the actions of the people 
of Hiroshima truly moving us any closer 
toward a world free of nuclear weapons, 
toward freedom from nuclear weapons, 
toward safety from proliferation? 
Though I often get confused for an 
American, I am not an American.  I was 
born and raised in Canada.  It’s a great 
burden of being Canadian; you are always 
confused for an American.  Growing up in 
suburban Canada in the 1970s and in the 
1980s, I of course studied the events of the 
Second World War in school.  I learned of 
the Battle of Britain.  I learned of the 
conflict in North Africa, the liberation of 
Europe, and of the dropping of the atomic 
bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 
For me at the time, these were 
merely words on a page.  I was 
disinterested in international affairs.  I 
thought I was going into a career in law. 
And so, these historical events in Japan 
and elsewhere around the world were 
really meaningless to me.  It was 
something to be studied. In 1984 I was 12 
years old and in grade school, and we were 
shown a film that was produced here in 
Hiroshima that depicted the horrific 
events now 70 years ago. 
The shock and the horror of the 
images that were portrayed in that video 
did more than rattle me.  It animated to 
me the reality of the spread of nuclear 
weapons, of the use of nuclear weapons in 
a way that no book, no verbal history, could 
ever do. 
It demonstrated to me the 
dangerous world that my father would 
ultimately bequeath to me, and that I 
would ultimately bequeath to my own 
children; a world where we were all 
threatened by nuclear weapons.  We were 
all threatened by the images that appeared 
to me on that screen when I was 12 years 
old. And it led me to a career in 
government, and ultimately in civil society, 
that was dedicated to controlling the 
spread and management of nuclear 
weapons.  That video I attribute to my 
career today as my own evangelist in terms 
of controlling nuclear weapons.  The story 
of Hiroshima – your story- inspired my 
career. And I believe that your efforts – not 
because of me, but the efforts of all of you, 
of the people of Hiroshima, have meaning.  
They make a difference in the world and 
indeed they have inspired generations over 
the course of the past 70 years and we in 
the international community are deeply 
grateful for the hard work that you have 
put into your efforts. 
So, I believe there is also a model 
for civil society around the world and it is 
those efforts that I would like to 
concentrate the remainder of my remarks 
today.  There is little question that 
nuclear weapons continue to pose a dire 
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threat to international peace and security.  
We’ve heard much about that today. And 
indeed I think that as we reflect upon the 
end of the Cold War; although the overall 
number of nuclear weapons that were in 
circulation in the international community 
were certainly reduced, quite 
paradoxically most analysts agree that the 
use of nuclear weapons has actually grown 
since the end of the Cold War. 
The good news is that there are 
fewer states that are pursuing nuclear 
weapons- but those that have nuclear 
weapons and those that continue to pursue 
nuclear weapons represent a dangerous 
potential for destabilizing international 
peace and security. 
Let’s look at the Iran deal that 
was agreed to just days ago in Switzerland.  
That agreement that was referenced 
earlier this afternoon certainly slows 
Iran’s purported progress toward 
developing a nuclear weapon. But make no 
mistake; it does not end, it does not 
completely eviscerate, Iran’s ability to 
ultimately produce a nuclear weapon.  
Regional concerns continue to persist 
across the Middle East.  What would 
happen if Iran obtained a nuclear weapon?  
What would Saudi Arabia do?  What 
would Egypt’s response be?  What would 
the response of the United Arab Emirates 
be?  What would Israel’s own response be 
to a nuclear armed Iran, or even the threat 
of a nuclear armed Iran? 
Closer to home here in Japan, 
North Korea continues to be an extremely 
belligerent nuclear power in Asia and 
indeed around the world. The 
unpredictability of that regime either 
intact or even in its dissolution creates an 
extreme nuclear uncertainty for this 
country and for all of us around the world. 
Looking at South Asia many agree 
Pakistan is perhaps the greatest threat for 
the actual use of nuclear weapons: through 
either their first use in an exchange with 
India or in their potential to lose control of 
the nuclear weapons that they do possess, 
and ultimately have a non-state actor or a 
terrorist group use it in conflict. 
History has also shown, of course, 
Pakistan to be a proliferator of nuclear 
technology.  It was rogue elements within 
the Pakistani regime that helped 
contribute to the acquisition of a bomb by 
Pyongyang in North Korea and that helped 
contribute to Iran’s own nuclear program. 
But the threat goes beyond state-based 
proliferation or of states acquiring nuclear 
weapons.  For many, the threat of 
terrorist acquisition of nuclear weapons is 
an even more worrisome possibility than 
the further spread of nuclear weapons to 
other states. 
On 9/11 the United States was 
awakened to the potential of terrorist 
acquisition of nuclear weapons.  Osama 
Bin Laden at the time called the 
acquisition of nuclear weapons a ‘religious 
duty.’  The threat of a terrorist 
organization acquiring a weapon of mass 
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destruction was not new to the people of 
Japan at the time. Again, as was 
referenced earlier in the day, in the 1990s 
Aum Shinrikyo paved a horrifying pathway 
to obtaining a weapon of mass destruction 
and using it in the Tokyo subway system. 
And today, despite the relative 
demise of Al-Qaeda, of Aum Shinrikyo, new 
terrorist entities have emerged and 
threatened to obtain nuclear weapons.  
These include concerns over the Islamic 
state: so-called ISIS acquisition of weapons 
of mass destruction and, in some reports, 
chemical agents used in conflict. Some 
intelligence reports even indicate that they 
have obtained dangerous materials that 
are capable of producing a so-called 
radioactive destructive device. 
Globalization and the spread of 
advanced technologies has made terrorist 
acquisition of nuclear weapons and 
weapons of mass destruction in general all 
the more possible and even more 
worrisome.  These threats, the threat of 
state acquisition of nuclear weapons, the 
threat of non-state acquisition of nuclear 
weapons are converging at a time when the 
traditional instruments of 
non-proliferation, of arms control, and of 
disarmament are failing us; again, 
referenced earlier in the day, the failure of 
our political leaders to achieve consensus 
at the non-proliferation review conference 
in New York earlier this year is a 
worrisome trend. 
In Geneva at the international 
body that is purportedly working towards 
disarmament, the conference on 
disarmament, has been deadlocked for 
decades, unable to agree or arrive at 
consensus on an agenda to move 
disarmament and arms control forward. 
Even the United States 
President’s efforts to inspire the 
elimination of nuclear weapons have 
arguably been a catastrophic failure for his 
government.  Early in his administration, 
President Obama announced in Prague 
that his administration would pursue a 
world free of nuclear weapons.  That 
statement, among others, led to his 
winning of the Nobel Peace Prize later that 
year.  And yet, by almost all measures his 
administration has singularly failed to 
move the disarmament agenda forward in 
a robust way. 
After our first agreement with 
Russia on strategic reductions, further 
strategic reductions by the United States 
and by Russia have failed and very little 
daylight or positive news seems to be on 
the horizon.  The Iran deal itself is 
questionable.  It is increasingly a 
worrisome trend in Washington that the 
negotiated Iran deal may be rejected by the 
US Congress.  What is the implication on 
proliferation on disarmament?  
Astonishingly, by the end of the Obama 
administration the United States will 
actually be spending more on nuclear 
weapons than less. 
Despite the failure of our political 
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leaders [Unclear] has of course stepped in, 
has always been a robust group of 
non-governmental organizations that have 
called for the abolition and control of 
nuclear weapons.  In Japan, in the United 
States, in Europe, in virtually every corner 
of the globe, civil society NGOs continue to 
press for arms control and disarmament. 
And we have heard about many of these 
efforts already and I suspect many in this 
room are part of those efforts. 
Throughout our nuclear history 
we have seen innovative partnerships 
between NGOs and religious organizations 
as well.  It’s a partnership that continues 
across civil society, and this tradition of 
religious advocacy continues today.  Yet 
despite this coalition of civil society we 
continue to see a frustrating lack of 
progress toward disarmament. And why is 
that? 
The world has changed 
dramatically since 1945.  Our efforts in 
civil society however, have failed to keep 
pace.  We continue to think of civil society 
as nongovernmental organizations and as 
religious organizations, as unions and so 
forth. But I would argue- and our keynote 
referenced this as well- that civil society is 
in fact larger. As a result of the forces of 
globalization we have seen not only a 
growing ability of states and non-state 
actors to acquire nuclear weapons, but the 
individual actors that can both promote 
nuclear proliferation as well as prevent 
nuclear proliferation increasingly expand 
to the private sector. And it is these 
private sector entities that need to be 
pulled in, in a much more robust way, to 
control efforts and ultimately push for not 
only the control of nuclear weapons but 
also the ultimate abolition of nuclear 
weapons. 
A strong business case can be 
made for both of those objectives: 
nonproliferation and disarmament.  We in 
civil society need to expand the tent.  
What are the implications of the private 
sector’s role in proliferation?  Indicated in 
red on this map are countries in which 
private sector entities were involved in the 
so-called A. Q. Khan Global Proliferation 
Supply Chain, the world’s largest known 
nuclear trafficking block. 
As you can see, it not only includes 
countries in highly developed states but 
countries in less developed states, in 
Southeast Asia, in Latin America, and 
even in Sub-Saharan Africa.  Knowingly 
or not, these countries were involved in 
contributing to the nuclear programs in 
North Korea, in Iran, in Libya, in Iraq, and 
purportedly even the nuclear ambitions of 
Al Qaeda. 
How do nuclear weapons spread?  
Unless one government transfers a nuclear 
weapon to another, private companies 
must play a role in the spread of nuclear 
weapons as technology innovators, as 
manufacturers, as financiers, as bankers, 
port operators, insurers.  All of the 
various entities listed on this diagram 
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have the potential to spread nuclear 
weapons and therefore have an equal role 
in preventing the spread of nuclear 
weapons. 
I believe that we must gain their 
support – the support of private industry.  
That is the new challenge for the people of 
Hiroshima.  Robust connections have 
been made by this city and more widely by 
civil society organizations. But I believe we 
must also recognize that civil society 
includes 
private industry as much as it includes 
religious organizations.  Identifying 
business-friendly ways to encourage 
non-proliferation and ultimately 
disarmament is the pathway to ensuring 
that these weapons become a figment of 
our historical imagination. 
 
Thank you very much.  
 
<Editor’s note> 
Mr. Finlay has become President and CEO 

























































































































とは、あと 10 年たてば平均年齢は 75 歳、さ
















2,000 万人、世界で 10 位の人口ですが、2050
年には 9,000 万人になり、世界で 17 番目の
人口になります。私も当然生きていませんが、
2100 年には 4,200 万人になり、人口は現在












































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Date & Time: July 28th 2015,  9:30‐17:30
*Venue open 9:00
Venue: INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE HALL 
HIROSHIMA B2,  “Himawari” 
*In the Peace Memorial Park.
*Admission free. 200 seats available.
Language: English / Japanese (with simultaneous interpretation)
Hosted by : Institute for Peace Science, Hiroshima University
1st International symposium 2015
平成27年度第1回国際シンポジウム
2015 marks 70 years since the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Although a large number of people lost their lives and suffered
harrowing experiences, the world has not achieved abolition of nuclear weapons, WMD(Weapons of mass destruction) that could even drive
mankind to the verge of extinction. At the same time various attempts have been globally made for nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation,
while related grassroots actions have spread across the world.
In this symposium, we will explore how we can conceive of the future prospect for the world without nuclear weapons, while objectively
reflecting on what has been achieved and what has not been done in the international efforts of eliminating nuclear weapons, and prospecting
whether the global expansion and connectivity of matured “Civil Society” such as NGOs, business, institutions of higher education and municipal



















Seat availability is limited so please apply by e-mail or phone if you are interested in attending. But, You can join in the symposium without reservation, if the seats 






Institute for Peace Science, Hiroshima University




























































































9:45～12:05 Session 1: Past endeavors for the abolition of nuclear weapon
第Ⅰ部 核廃絶に向けた努力の軌跡
Efforts for global peace and potential of the civil society
―the review of international pursuits towards the ultimate abolition of nuclear weapons in the last 70 years and the path to the
future
恒久的な平和への取組みと市民社会の可能性―核廃絶に向けた70年の軌跡と今後


























































































































13:50～14:30 Keynote speech/ 基調講演
17:15～17:30 Closing Remarks/まとめ・閉会の言葉
＜Session 2 Moderator/第Ⅱ部モデレーター＞ ＜MC/司会＞
＜Organizer & Session 1 Moderator/オー ガナイザー & 第Ⅰ部モデレー ター ＞
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TEL: 082-542-6975 FAX: 082-245-0585
E-mail: heiwa@hiroshima-u.ac.jp
URL: http://home.hiroshima-u.ac.jp/heiwa/
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